PEACE AND THE POLICY OF RETREAT
monly overlooked in this discussion. One of the most
frequent objections to the collective system is that it is
illogical to base a system of peace upon arrangements
to go to war. That objection may be valid in the
mouth of those who are prepared for unilateral dis-
armament, prepared to accept non-resistance, armless-
ness, but not from those who urge armaments. For
armaments mean that we shall go to war when we
consider our own vital interests demand it, when
some foreign power has, in our view, gone ca bit too
far*. The difference between defence under any pre-
War system and collective defence is not in the posses-
sion of arms - both systems demand arms; it is not in
the possession of allies-both systems demand allies.
The difference between the two systems is this: Under
the old system a state made ad hoc arrangements for
allies. (If you will support me as against A I will
support you as against B.') The making of allies was
often left until after the War had actually begun, so
that the putative enemy did not know what forces he
would have to meet; did not know indeed what a rival
combination would regard as 'aggression5 or 'attack';
what it would resent by arms and what not.
Collective defence on the other hand implies a
system by which members of a group make clear
beforehand that they stand in common for some rule,
or defensive principle - as, for instance, submission of
disputes to arbitration and abstention from war to
enforce their own verdict in a dispute - and that they
offer the protection of the same rule to all who agree